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I. 
1. 
PNTROINCTION 
The purpose of this note by the Secretariat is two-foldo- 
(i) to assist the ~~rnrni~~~e in reviewing the main background 
documentation on the subject; 
(ii) to provide, as requested by the Committee, additional con- 
siderations on the implications of granting associate status, 
2. Attached to this note is the basic document prepared by the CGIAR Secretariat 
which sets out the main issues and options (Annex XI), and an extract from the records of 
the CGIAR discussions thereon (Annex II). The major alternatives are set out in para- 
graphs 10-12 on page 4 of the CGIAR Secretariat document , md the Searetariatss conclusions 
and recommendations in paragraph 30 on page 9. 
3. TAC discussed the matter at its 18th meeting with the help of a working group. 
Its conclusions are reproduced below- It should be noted that, although TAC could see 
some merits in establishing an associate status within the CGIAR, the Committee did not 
reach any firm conclusions at this meeting, In particular the Committee **deliberately 
disregarded the financial implications". As indicated in the proceedings of the CGIAR 
meeting in November 1977, there is no clear consensus within the CGIAR on this issue 
either, mostly because the financial consequences have not been fully assessed. A series 
of considerations ars presented in this document with t?e purpose of assisting the 
Committee in discussing these implications. 
II. REXORDS OF TAC BISeUSSIONS ON ASSOCIATE STATUS AT ITS 18~~ BIIEETING Ai 
4. On resuming its discussion in closed session, the Committee, with the help of 
the report of its Working Group, considered whether the CGIAR and its system would benefit 
from granting reoognition of a special relationship to 6ertai.n activities and institutions 
which were not now part of the system. It was reeognised that the objectives of the CGIAR 
were not fully met 'by the IARCs. Grating a kind of assioiate status to certain existing 
activities or institutions m ight assist them receive adequate funding and continue to 
oazq out certain tasks which were considered either supportive of or complementary to 
those financed by the CGIAR. It m ight also ensure that those institutions and activities 
would orient their work towards meeting more closely the objeotives and needs of the 
u AGD/TAC:IAR/78/13 - This report is still subject to final adoption at the 19th meeting 
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C G IA R  system. It m ight, fu r th e r m o r e , h e l p  in  faci l i tat ing th e  es tab l ishment  o f n e w  activi- 
ties  o r  inst i tut ions wh ich  w o u l d  o o n tr ibute to  th e  object ives o f th e  C G IA R , s u p p l e m e n t th e  
p r e s e n t e ffo r ts by  fillin g  smal ler  g a p s  o r  p rov ide  a  u s e fu l  back -up  s u p p o r t to  th e  aystem. 
5 . T h e  m a jor  b e n e fits w o u l d  m o s tly ta k e  th e  fo r m  o f i m p r o P e d  scientif ic a n d  te & n .io a J . 
k n o w l e d g e  wh ich  w o u l d  b e  o f direct  u s e fu lness  to  th e  system. l j iany o n g o i n g  activit ies a n d  
exist ing inst i tut ions a l ready  p ros ided  th e  system with u s e fu l  scientif ic a n d  techn ica l  
in format ion th r o u g h  a  w ide  r a n g e  ~ o f re la t ionships ( m e e tin g s , seminars ,  d isseminat ion  o f 
d a ta  a n d  d o c u m e n ta tio n ) . G r a n tin g  s o m e  k ind  o f assoc iate sta tus  to  se lec ted inst i tut ions 
a n d  a o tivities  m ight  b r ing  s o m e  i m p r o v e m e n t to  th e  qual i ty  a n d  q u a n tity o f in format ion 
so  p rov ided , wh ich  w o u l d  b e  direct ly b e n e ficial to  th e  system in  g e n e r a l  a n d  to  th e  work  
o f th e  IA R C s  in  p a r ticular .  It o o u l d  a lso  p rw ide  a n  o p p o r tuni ty fo r  improv ing  th e  o o m p le-  
m e n tsrity o f o n g o i n g  activities, ins ide a n d  o u tsid e  th e  system. 
6 . T h e  a b o v e  cons idera t ions  h a d  led  th e  Work ing  G r o u p  to  s u g g e s t th e  s u p p o r t, in  
pr inc ip le,  o f th e  es tab l ishment  o :?  a n  associate sta tus  fo r  se lec ted inst i tut ions a n d  
activit ies wi th in th e  C G IA R  system. In  reach ing  th is conc lus ion,  h o w e v e r , it was  a w a r e  
o f th e  fact th a t it h a d  de l i be ra tely d i s r e g a r d e d  th e  financ ia l  impl icat ions.  It was,  
h o w e v e r , conv inced,  f rom a  techn ioa l  p o i n t o f v iew, th a t th e  C G IA R  system w o u l d  b e n e fit 
f rom recogn iz ing  its spec ia l  re la t ionships with se lec ted c o m p l e m e n tary  a n d /o r  s u p p o r tive  
activities. If T A G  a n d  th e  C G IPJi  w e r e  to  e n d o r s e  th is conc lus ion,  it shou ld  b e  o n  th e  
u n d e r s ta n d i n g  th a t it w o u l d  n o t divert  resources  f rom th e  m a jor  activit ies a l ready  fin a n c e d  
direct ly by  th e  system. It w o u l d  b e  expec te d , o n  th e  c o n trary, th a t g r a n tin g  associate 
sta tus  to  cer ta in  activit ies/institutions shou ld  a ttract o th e r  resources  to  th e  C G IA R , a n d  
so  e n h a n c e  th e  wera l l  impac t o f th e  C G IA R  system. It shou ld  a lso  inc rease  th e  to ta l  
c o m m i tm e n t to  s t reng then ing  agr icu l tw‘al  research  a t n a tio n a l , reg iona l  a n d  g loba l  level  
a n d  m ight  a lso  resul t  in  inc reas ing  th e  overa l l  e ffo r t to w a r d s  increas ing  fo o d  p r o d u c tio n  
in  deve lop ing  c o u n tries. 
7 9  T h e  C o m m itte e  saw clear ly  th a t g r a n tin g  associate sta tus  to  se lec ted inst i tut ions 
o r  activit ies w o u l d  n o t on ly  imply  m u tua l  responsib i l i t ies o n  th e  p a r t o f th e  C G IA R  a n d  
th e s e  inst i tut ions b u t a lso  invo lve th e  Techn ica l  Adv isory  C o m m itte e  in  th e  fo l low ing  ways. 
8 . T 3 .C w o u l d  b e  invo lved in  th e  i d e n tifica tio n  a n d  appra isa l  o f th e  institution/ 
activity wh ich  m w  b e  g r a n te d  assoc ia te  sta tus. T o  th is e n d , T A C  w o u l d  fo l low th e  cr i ter ia 
a n d  p r o c e d u r e s  wh ich  it is n o w  estab l ish ing fo r  rev iew ing  th e  pr ior i t ies o f th e  system. T h e  
rev iew o f pr ior i t ies was  expec te d  to  resul t  in  th e  i d e n tifica tio n  o f a  n u m b e r  o f activit ies 
wh ich  e i ther  a r e  d e fini tely a n  in tegra l  p a r t o f th e  system (or  shou ld  b e )  o r  shou ld  d e fini tely 
stay  o u tsid e  th e  system. It was  likely, h o w e v e r , th a t th is  exerc ise w o u l d  a lso  i d e n tify 
a  n u m b e r  o f o th e r  activit ies wh ich  cou ld  possib ly  b e  g r a n te d  associate sta tus. T h e s e  acti- 
vit ies shou ld  b e  fu r th e r  assessed,  us ing  th e  es tab l ished cr i ter ia a n d  th e  col lect ive 
,’ 
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judgment of the Committeee TAC might decide to recommend granting associate status to 
some of these, while the others would be confirmed as remaining outside the CGIAR system. 
In sny ease, it would be understood that the assooiate statue granted to some activities 
was not a *'half-way house" or a "waiting roomt' b8fore receipt of full recognition and 
direct funding by the CGIAR. The Committee also saw, to the contrary, that the GGIAR 
might well wish some of the activities now financed directly to be given lower priority 
and relegated to an associate status. 
9. TAC should be involved in the periodic reviews of the programme of work snd 
budget and possibly in quinquennial reviews of any activity/institution given an associate 
status in the CCIAR, 8s it is in the case of th8 IARCs. Although this might increase 
considerably the work of the Committee and of t:le Secretariats of the CGIAR and TAC, it 
seemed to be an inescapable obligation, reflecting the responsibility which the 
Consultative Group would have to accept in granting associate status. 
IO. The Committee finally recognized that a good presentation had been made in its 
deliberations in support of a case for the formal institution of an *lAssociate'Statusll' 
in the CGIAR. However, one member felt strongly that some better examples of possible 
supporting arguments should be present8d. Furthermore, an opportunity should be given 
to the Secretariat to adduce additional contrary arpnents in a further working paper. 
11. It was therefore agreed that the Secretariat should be req.d8sted to present a 
further working paper to th8.next TAC meeting. This paper should address in more detail 
such non-technical questiohs as the financial and administrative implications of Associate 
Status and the need for, and type of, programme review desirable, 
12. There was, furthermore, a firm recommendation by the Committee that TAG should 
not, in any case, discuss any proposals or m&e any recommendations for t-18 granting of 
i?SSOCiat8 Status until it had finalized its criteria and procedures for the review of 
Griorities, in view of the clear depende?:ce of st :,&us c:i such factors." 
III. l3iPLIC.1TIONS OF GRZYTIKG ASSOCIA'I'3 STATUS 
13. Both the GG 3ecretariat document -n?- the re;:ort of t 'c? ,:8-th TLC meeting stress 
th:?t >:ranting associstc s-t:~tus to an activity or institution Iwould imply certain obli.,g;a- 
tions on the part of the CC122 aiicl its Tech,tical Advisory Committee on the on8 hand ~%?d 
of the activity or institution on the other. 
'\ 
14. The implications ofgrantin g associate status will first depend on the conditions 
set by the CGIAE for this purpose. Beside the possibility of maintainingthe present 
status (e.g. no associate status), two possibilities may be considered: 
-49 
(i) granting associate status to an institution a part of whose activities 
contributes to the achievement of the objectives of the CGIAR, when 
this contribution is considered es of equal priority and importance 
es that of those of the IABCs. 
(ii) granting en % ffiliated status" to an institution all the activities 
of which contribute to the achievement of CGI!!? objectives, but are of 
a lower order of priority than those of the IARCs 2 are supportive of, 
and/or complementary to those of the CGIAR system. 
15. In one case, the affiliated status m ight be granted to the institution for its 
whole range of activities. In the other, the institution would be granted an associate 
status for a specific set of activities within its progremme. 
16.. The most concrete implication would evidently be of a financial nature: discussions 
in the CGIAR and in TAC seemed to indicate that granting associate status would be of 
little use if it were not to improve funding of certain additional activities/institutions. 
There should, however, necessarily be some differences between the degree or nature of 
the funding of activities/institutions with "full status" and those with t'essociate status" 
and with "affiliated statustf which should reflect the differenoes in the degree or nature 
of their contributions to CGIAR objectives. In other words, conditions set for %ssociate 
status" and "affiliated status" funding by the CGIAR should be more restrictive than those 
for "full status" funding. 
17. Three main possibilities may be oonsidered for more restrictive conditions of 
funding:- 
(i) An institution with aciate status may receive only partial but continuing 
funding from the CGIAR. Such CGIAR funding would cover only those parts of the "core 
programmer' of the institution which are considered as of first priority for the CGIAR. 
This is the case already with MRDA. Such an arrangement would also imply a continuing 
obligation on the part of the CGLAR, e.g. en obligation for an undetermined length of 
time. In case of a financial shortfall, the institution having this type of associate 
status would compete on an equal basis with the IARCs. Residual financing by the CGIAR 
would be accorded assuming that the activity is equal in importance and priority to 
those of the IARCs. 
(ii) An institution with sffiliated status, e*g* whose activities are considered of 
lower priority in the fulfilment of CGIAR objectives, or is merely supportive of the 
objeotives, would not be funded through the CGIAR but m ight receive funding outside the 
CGIAR from several members individually or colleotively. It wotkd not be eligible for 
residual funding by the CGIAR. The CGIAR Secretariat could use its facilities to assist 
-’ 
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., in arranging meetings of interested supporters upon request. Affiliated status might 
lapse at the end of five years unless a further review at that time, requested by the 
ectivity in question, p ro-vides ample justification for its continuaneec 
(iii) Another possibility would be for the CGIAB to take financial commitments $Jhich 
would lx limited in both soope and time vis-&-vis an institution granted associate status 
or affiliated status. A precedent already exists in the C.LRIS programme which ?:as funded 
mainly by the CDL&R from 1373 to 1977 and is now supported by 3'AO and other sources of 
fading. lhis solution could en.F+Jle the G G IAR tc 'L 0 both flexible and selective in 
funding activities/institutions D?i.th associr-.te stzt%s. For example, an aotivity may be 
funded for a limited period for the &tdnment of specific objectives and, at the end 
of t1li.s period, funding would be renewed only after revie;r and evaluation. This formula 
is; in fact, already used outside the CG1.M (Wulti-hi" projects) by several international 
institutions. It might, however, involve the CGIAR in a new type of activity (i*e. project 
funding) which could divert the group from its present commitments ttnless specific criteria 
are applied in a very strict manner- 
18. Financial implications Hould, of coursep be proportional to the breadth of the 
activities to be funded. The institution which associate status rnw be requested to bear 
the costs of the additional,activities of the CGIAR, TAC and their Secretariats which 
would be required in this context) as indicated below. 
I 
19. O ther implications relate to the responsibility of the CGIAR as a group in ensuring 
that the funds provided are efficiently used for the purpose and programmes established. 
This may first retire some degree of CGIAB involvement in the governance and management 
of the activity/institution granted associate status. The main difficulty here would 
be that, in general, the governanoe and management of the activity/institution concerned 
would have wider responsibilities than could be shared with the CGIAR. In the ease of 
,gartial-continuilig funding, the CGIAB mq+ wish to nominate a few members of the governing. 
body of the institution. This arrangement could also apply in the ease of partial funding 
for a limitedperiod. Alternatively, the'CGIAR may desi&te an executing agency for a 
given project or programme of limited duration. This method has been commonly employed 
for the- establishment of new IARCs. 
20. Before granting sssociate status or affiliated status to an existing activity/ 
institution, the CGIAR and TAC would be expected to review the charter, objectives, 
organization, progrsmmes and achievements of the applicant. * . Since, by definition,,these 
obgectives should not entirely coincide with those of the CGIAR, the Group (snd TAG) 
would have ,-the difficult task of delineating (in terms of scope and time) the boundaries 
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of those activities which it wotild support financially. This might involve a series of 
discussions and adjustments through which the applicant might also change its organization 
and programmes in order to draw closer to CGIAR requirements (as, for example, ICIPE did). 
21. The CGIAR and TAC may also be involved in formulating new initiatives to which they 
would like to grant associate status or affiliated status. Tne implications of such 
initiatives in terms of workload for both the Group and TAC would be similar to those 
.aJ.ready experienced with a number of proposals (water buffalo, vegetable research, etc.). 
The formulation of their priorities, objectives and programmes is usually carried out in 
several stages involving consultant missions, working groups or task forces which report 
to TW end/or the CGIAR. The CGXAR and TAG would therefore have to launch these missions, 
working groups or task forces as appropriate and make prwision in the agenda of their 
meeting; for consideration of the reports* 
22. The CGIAil and TAC would then become involved in reviewing/evaluating the progress 
of the programmes and projects it would finance. Activities with associate status to 
be reviewed might bo more: limited in scope than those of the IARCs and therefore require 
smaller review tesms for a shorter duration. It is, however, difficult to conceive 
that, if the Group wishes to maintain its present standards as a funding mechanism, the 
terms of reference and the frequency of these reviews could differ basically from those 
of the IARCs. Priorities, scientific quality, impact and usefulness of the work done, 
future plans, etc. would also have to be assessed. The review task might prove parti- 
cularly difficult when attempting to determine the future limits (in scope and time) 
of activities to be financed within a given institution, or when assessing the marginal 
v$.ue of additional "associated~~ activities. 
23. The review end evaluation process of a~ tfassociated'f or tfaffiliatedtr activity would 
probably call for both Secretariat commentaries and more in-depth periodic reviews. When 
initiating funding of an associated institution on a pilot/experimental basis, the CGIAR 
might require Secretariat commentaries on a yearly basis as it does with newly established 
IARCS. If continuing funding wa:s then assured, commentaries might be made on a two-year 
basis, In the case of funding for a limited duration, commentaries would be prepared on 
the programme and budget submission for this duration. The preparation of these commen- 
taries would require visits by th, 5 staff of the Secretariats to the institutions concerned. 
It would also imply on the part of the institutions t'te submission of periodic progress 
and programme and budget documents to TAC and the CGIAR. It would be expected, however, 
that these institutions would not be requested to make annual presentations of their 
progress reports and of their Programmes of Work and Budget to TAC and to the CGIAi% 
These annual reports and the Programmes of Work and Budget would be tabled at TAC and 
CGIAR meetings for information. 
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24. Tne more detailed reviews of activities funded on c limited/continuing basis should 
be carried out at least once every five years. Activities funded on a temporary basis 
should be reviewed after five years, or at the end of the funding period if this is less 
than five years* 
25. These obligations would necessarily call for longer agendas at CGUR, T.&C and 
Centres' Heck Presentation meetings, and hence either longer or more frequent meetings, 
They would also create far more problems for the CGIAX and TN to resolve in the event 
of financial shortfalls. 
26, The implications for the Secretariats would essentially be in terms of additional 
stzff and funds for meetings ,and for evaluation and review missions, Y&e workload related 
to aa institution with x3socicte status would depend on the scope and size of the activi- 
ties financed by the CGIAX xithin this institution. As in many caress this scope and 
size would be more limited than -tJ:xt of iAe I.AXs, tLc: Secretariat xork in oo:~~ection 
with in.stitrMons yritll ,xzsociated s-t:'txs may also '00 more limited, although the arrange- 
ments for pxticl f;.~i?ilin~ rnp;r reqrire careful scrutL;y of programmes end budgets on the 
part of the Secret de :A s d Since t&e $33~-etariC.-i;",1 present str-l,l"f r:nd resou~ccs are mainly 
allocr-ted to the monitorin,- of eleven ilz::.ti.i;-i?tions/~,,c.i;ivitics, one could 2ss?me 8,s 5 
firs-t ;,pproximcition tliat zddition;11 requirements r:ould be proportion~.l. to the number of 
iXNitionc,L institu-kions/2,ctivities to be monitored. 
CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
1818 H St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 U.S.A. 
Telephone (Area Code 202)477-3592 
Cable Address .- INTBAFRAD 
FROM : The Secretariat OctobeP 20, 1977 
Concept of "Associate Status" -- 
Introductisn 
1. There are several agricultural research activities which, though 
not sponsored by the CGIAR or funded by it, are sometimes thought to hzwe 
some special relationship to i.t. The AsPan Vegetable Research and Development 
Center (AmCJe the International 'Food Policy Research Iaatitnte (IFpRI), 
and the International Fertilizer Development Center (II%@) are examples. 
At the discussion in September on the relationship between the CGIAR and 
the Inte&?natfonal Centre for Insect Physiology ‘and Eoology (ICIpE), J6t 
was cleat that some members, and ICIPE itself, :hoped it might be aecerded 
some kind of "associate status". Beyond these four, there will be other 
centers or activities which will seek, or whose sponsors will seek on 
their behalf, some kind of recognition by the Group, It will, therefore, 
soon become pressing to formulate a policy on w:hat my9 fof: the sake of 
convenience, be called "associate statusfl, a term often used but as yet 
neither officially sanctioned nor defined. 
Background 
2. Before considering what might justify some @ueh special relation-, 
ship wfth the CGIAR, it would be useful to set out what'accords a,center 
or activity official status ae part of the CGIAR system! The key thing is 
that it is officially sponsored by the Group and (except for WARDA, which 
is somethinng of a special case) the Group acceplts that its core program 
shall be fully funded by donor members of the Group, usually by a substan- 
tial proportion of them. It enters into a relationship with the Group in 
which each party has customary (if not legal) righte and obligations. The 
center goes through an admission procedure involving appraisal by TAC and 
acceptance by the Group and it is obliged to present its program and 
budget to the Group in a prescribed form and to eub 
Group at regular intervals. I! 
it to scrutiny by thpa 
In return it has the r ght to expect that it 
will enjoy the support of the Group and that its juetified financial needs 
will be met by members of the Group. On their aida, the donor members 
accept responsibility for funding the center and have the right to expect 
that their views on the.mandate, program and opnration of the center will 
be taken into account, 
Distribution: 
CC Members 
TAC Secretariat 
Center Directors 
-2- 
3‘ Research institutions +zMch have not been officially adopted 
by the Group do not have s,uch rights or obligations. If the four 
mentioned above have a special relationship with the Group, it stems 
from other things. AVRDC :i.s cast in the same mold as the sponsored 
centers and were it not for its politically sensitive location might well 
have been sponsored by the Group. Being of the same character as the 
sponsored centers, and working on crops accorded priority by TAC, it has, 
from the beginning, been invited to present its program to the Group 
durLng Centers Week, and its Director has been invited by the D-Lrect:?rs of 
the spoilsored centers to participate fully in their regular meetings. ItIS 
program and budget are not reviewed by the Group, but, on its own initi.s- 
tive, it has made its annual program and budget paper available to members. 
4. The idea of an international institute to conduct research on 
food policy was considered by TAC, found to have merit, and recommended by 
TAG to the Consultative Group. The Group, however, declined to sponsor 
such an institute and IFPRI was subsequently established and funded outside 
the CGIAR by several interested donors. Again, because of its relevance 
to the objectives of the Group and the work of the IARCs, it was agreed 
that the Group would wish to maintain an effective communications link with 
IFPRI, and to that end IFPRI has been regularly invited to speak about its 
program at Centers Week. 
5. IFDC presents another case. Unlike AVRDC, it is different in 
character from the sponsored centers in that it is concerned with a single 
factor of production -- fertilizer -- rather than crops. This in itself 
raises a question of policy for the Group, which has not, as yet, addressed 
the question of whether there is need to sponsor, as part of the CGIAR 
system, research centers concerned with factors of production rather than 
crop production itself. However, the location of IFDC in a major donor 
country has clouded its acceptability by the Group. For both these reasons, 
and because the United States was willing to fund IFDC's core program 
during its early years, TAC was hesitant to recommend it as a sponsored 
center, but because of its importance to the work of the centers in the (3i; 
system, the Chairman of TAC recommended that they have a continuous relation- 
ship with IFDC. Consequently, IFDC was invited to keep the CGIAR regularly 
informed of its program, and to that end to make its annual program and 
budget paper available to the Group and to have its Director present at Centers 
Week to speak to it. Its Director was also invited by the Center Directors 
to attend their regular meetings (but not their executive sessions). 
Subsequently, and in a separate action, the Consultative Group agreed to take 
on responsibility to nominate candidates for membership of IJ?DC's Board of 
Trustees, thereby helping to satisfy legal requirements for granting IJ?DC 
international status under United States law. 
/ 
.- 
6. Through these various informal links the Consultative Group has 
arranged to make it possible for the sponsored centers and the Group itself 
,to benefit from being kept regularly informed of research activities close- 
ly related to the research of the sponsored centers without becoming 
responsible for funding these related research eff,,orts. Nor has the Group 
undertaken to review the budgets and programs (and the scientific quality 
of the programs) of these institutions so as to certify their continuing 
merit for financial support , as is done for the sponsored centers. 
7. The Group's discussion in September on ICIPE explored further the 
nature of a possible special relationship. While the consensus of the Group 
was that ICIPE should not be sponsored, adopted and fully funded by the Group 
like the centers already in the CG system, it was appreciated that ICIPE had 
potential for furthering the objectives of the Group in its collaboration 
wfth the sponsored centers, and consequently that the funding of such collab- 
.orative programs and review of their scientific merit should be covered under 
existing arrangements for funding and reviewing the core programs of the 
sponsored centers. Moreover, it was agreed that the Secretariat could use 
its good offices to help ICIPE in obtaining financial support from donors 
acting outside the CGIAR. At the same time, it was agreed that ICIPE's full 
program and budget would not be subject to the normal CGIAR review process 
except as scrutiny of the collaborative programs required. The question of 
whether ICIPE should be invited to present its program at Centers Week was 
not considered. 
. ( 
8. Special relationships thus continue to evolve and proliferate. / The sponsors of the new International Council for Research in Agroforestry 
(ICRAF) have already asked that it be granted "associate status". Others 
may,'be in the offing, for recognition by the CGIAR in some form can benefit 
a research effort. Some institutions not part of the CG system (or their 
sponsors on their,behalf) have sought to have thefr programs appraised by 
TAC, though not seeking funding through the CGIAR. The motive has been to 
receive what amounts in effect to a certificaLte of merit from TAC which will 
facilitate raising funds outside CGIAR arrangements. Other institutions 
look for recognition not just by TAC, but by the Group itself. 
Present Position 
'. I 
-9. The Group has never addressed specifically the question of whether 
to give official recognition to research efforts not fully sponsored and fund- 
' ed by it. The present practices amount to a policy of giving unofficial, 
informal, ad hoc recognition to certain activities which the Group wishes to -- 
encourage, but does not wish to sponsor officially. As a first step in 
consideration of this subject by the Group, this paper is provided as a means 
of airing the options and implications. 
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10. q-& Group has ti,y;:-a2 basic uppJitirse It can leavt? things as they 
are and continue to deal wJ:th each new situation ad hoc, An alternative 
would be for it to move toward a more restrictive policy of recognizing 
only the officially sponsored activities and treating all others as out- 
side the GGIAR's purview. Or it can move in the other direction toward 
a policy of givfng official. recognition to a class of activities which, 
though not fully funded by the CGIAR, are to some degree accredited by it. 
11, Some might considler that Et is advantageous to the Group cot to 
look too deeply into the question of associate status, but just to allow 
the present informal practices to continue and thereby tacitly accept 
situations which some members might prefer not to have to address openly. 
This approach allows each member to interpret for itself the official 
sfgnificance of each case. While the Group as a whoIe could adopt thPs 
approach, members will appreciate that it leaves the Group's services --~ 
the Secretariat and 'TAG -- with little .gui,dance on how to proceed when 
pressure arises to accord recognition to a particular enterprise. 
12. If the Group wi.shed to be more restrictfve, it would not be 
difficult to phase out the present practices and Institute new ones which 
would accord no special recognition to institutions or activities not 
fully sponsored and funded by the Group, but would leave it open to invi.te 
the representatives of particular institutions to report to the Group from 
time to time, and open to the spolnsored centers to enter into whatever 
relationships with them seemed mutually advantageous. If, however, the 
Group wishes to adopt the t'hird option and establish some kind of associate 
status, it will wish to con:sider the Jmplfcations for the Group, the 
sponsored cente'rs, and the Group's services. 
Implfcations of Change - 
13. The first implication of making a change is the need to define the 
criteria for eligibility for associate status, the kinds of obligations 
whFch would accrue to both the associate and the Group, and the forms of 
associate status which would suit the GGIAR's purposes. 
14. There could be several forms or types of associate status. However, 
Tt would seem essential that any associate would have to meet at least the 
following criteria: 
!j) that it be international in character with 
international glovernance and internationally 
recruited staff; 
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that ii lrcr engag in research rtl;jted to 
agriculture, with objectives and mandate 
consistent with those of the CGIAR as a 
whole and the international centers and 
programs supported by the Group; 
that 3.t have proven scientiF'ic competence 
up to the standards, as determ ined by TAC, 
of those sponsored by the Group; 
(iv) that it be supported financially by several 
members of the Consultative Group; and 
(v) that granting it associate status would 
facilitate the achievement of the Group's 
objectives and add to the effectiveness of 
the system it supports. 
15. Granting associate status would I.mply certain obligations on both _- 
the Group and its services -- TAC and the Secretariats L and on the 
associated institution. These m ight vary with the typ?of association, but 
.I would seem to require periodic review of programs and @aluation of _ scientific performance and, in addition, submission, with respect to pro- 
grams being partially funded, to regular program  and budget review procedures 
tiim ilar to those required of sponsored centers, Furthermore, there would 
probably have to be a satisfactory, if less searching, periodic appraisal of 
the overall program  and finances. The Group m ight also wish to have rights 
similar to those enjoyed with respect to sponsored centers, such as the 
right to name members of the Board of Trustees. The associate institution 
m ight not have rights so much as opportunities -- the opportunity to put its 
- program  before the Group and, by meeting with donors and other centers at 
Centers Week, to facilitate coordination of its program  with the programs of 
others and.its funding among donors, 
16. Provided the m tnimum conditions were met and the Group wished to 
grant associate status to a particular institution, the association could 
take several forms. The basic distinction would seem to be between those 
associated activities drawing direct or indirect financial support through 
the CGIAR, and those wh-ich are assocl.ated without any financial links to the 
Group. 
(a> Associate Status with Program  Support 
The Group m ight wish to support only a portionSof the 
overall program  of an institution. It would~.n8$-.%bli- 
gate itself to finance the full core program , and 
would not expect to revLew and approve those other 
aspects of the organization's activities not funded by 
the Group. This form  of relationship already exists 
in the case of WARDA. It could also apply to an 
poPtaRt part of 
~K~~K%~% with 
SponsoPed centers aad these rograms were funded by 
the Group. With respect tr3 the funded programs, 
the obligations and rights of the Group and the 
institution would be sim$lar to those obtaining for 
sponsored institutfons. 
Should the Group so wish, associate status without 
fundfng could be granted to an institution which 
the Group finds meets tb x&i-dmm cond-ltions of 
relevance, competence * ternational character, 
source of support, and benefit to the CGIAR. The 
granting of such status woul Lmply a judgment by 
the Group that the enterprise is worthy of interna- 
tional support, although far various reasons not 
through the mechanism of the CGIAR. It would 
recognize that assoc$ate status might confer bene- 
fits upon the associated 2nst2tution which it would 
not otherwise enjoy, and thus both the CGIAR and 
associated institution would gain through the rela- 
tionship. 
17. As mentioned above, there is a more l&&ted kind of relationship 
sought when an institution w-i&es to be a praised by TAG for purposes of 
accredftation but not for funding by the GIAL For present purposes it is 
assumed that such instituti associate status and thus 
would be covered in the foregofng d If, howevei, this were not 
the case, the Group would have to c ether TAC, which was estab- 
lished to serve the Group, dded function of assessor of 
institutions which did not necessar%ly seek any more than TAC's certificate 
of merit. 
Possible Adwantages 
18. In considering whe,ther to create associate status the first ques- 
tion is whether the Group anld its system would be benefitted. The raison 
d'dtre of the Group is to hasten the ex ion of food production in the 
developing countries through organfzzLn and supporting a network of inter- 
national production-oriented research centers and activities. Will this 
effort be strengthened by adding to the network a group of "associated" 
institutions? 
19. An objective of the CG 2s to help ensure maximum complemen- 
tarity among research effortar and to encourage full information exchange. 
A number of internationaliy supported research efforts are of direct inter- 
est to the Group and the sponsored centers I) even though by virtue of loca- 
tion, research orfentation or other reasons they are not themselves 
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sponsored. If associate status were to carry certain obligations to report 
and consult, it could enhance the Group's ability to ensure efficient use 
of resources for research and complementarity of efforts. It might also 
enable donors to gain a more comprehensive vicew of their priorities for 
funding research related to agriculture as a whole in the developing coun- 
tries. / 
20. Another objective of the CGIAR is to consider how best to meet 
1 gaps in agricultural research. The typical response has been the creation 
of the international agricultural research center whose core research pro- 
gram is fully funded by the CGIAR. There may be advantages in arrangements 
more flexible than full scale support for a major research center subject 
to continuing scrutiny by the Group. The Group might wish, for example, to 
sponsor and support only part of an institute's total activity, in which 
case sponsorship of the institute as a whole might not be warranted or 
required. A special relationship such as associate status could be a con- 
venience to the Group in such situations. 
21. Also, there may be activities different in character from those 
now sponsored, or experimental in nature, Rich might eventually be candi- 
dates for support by the Group. In such cases it might be advantageous for 
the Group to enter into a relationship with the institute or activity which 
'would keep the Group informed and would provide it with the means of exer- 
cising some influence over the development of the program. 
22. Associate status for purposes of _rlccreditation.without funding 
might be a fourth advantage. It might well benefit the institution con- 
cerned, particularly fn raising funds, and the process of accreditation 
might make it easier for donors to provide funding outside the normal CGIAR 
arrangements. There are, however, possible disadvantages, which are dis- 
cussed below. 
13. Finally, and most importantly, is the question whether the estab- 
lishment of associate status would have the advantage of increasing the 
resources devoted to international agricultural research. The CGIAR has 
proved an effective mechanism for marshalling resources for a select array 
of research centers of excellence; Each year new donors have joined the 
,Group and most old donors have increased their level of contribution. 
/Donors have been attracted to it not only because of its obviously worthy 
purpose, 'but because it affords some assurance that the resources channeled 
through it will be used effectively on programs which the Group has means 
of evaluating and monitoring. Probably the existence of the CGIAR has gen- 
erated resources which are addPtiona1 to the resources which would have 
been available if it did not exist, but even if this wereSnot so, it can be 
said that with fairly sharply focussed programs, high quality staff, and 
.good management, the sponsored centers have been able to assure the donors 
that their resources are.used notably effectively. 
24. Clearly, institutions seeking association with the CGIAR would 
hope to gain easier access to funds by virtue of being associated with a 
system which has proved attractEve to donors, There fs good prospect they 
would do so. A fundamentally Important question for the Group is whether 
the accretion to the system of associated institutions will tend to gen- 
erate additional resources applied to the Group's overall purposes or till 
merely distribute more widely the resources otherwise likely to be avail- 
able for the sponsored centers and programs. As things stand, donors are 
providing almost $100 millilon for sponsored institutions and some of the 
same donors are already providing, or expect to provide, a further amount 
for activities which already have some kind of special relationship with 
the CGIAR or would hope to have one in the future. Taking sponsored activi- 
ties and those with a present or potential special relationship together, if 
donors would provide more fund8 for international research if a class of 
institution with associate status were created, then, as far as marshalling 
resources is concerned, there would be some advantage in creating it. 
Disadvantages 
25* There is, however, some risk that the addition of associates to 
the CG system would not produce more resources but merely spread more 
thinly the resources available. The question of whether the creation of a 
class of institutions with associate status will be advantageous or dis- 
advO?ntageous in obtaining resources for the general purposes of the Group 
is one which can only be answered in the first instance by each donor speak- 
ing for itself in its partic,ular circumstances. 
26. A clear disadvantage is the added burden on the Group and its serv- 
ices. The present network of international centers already absorbs a good 
deal of attention on the part of the CG and stretches its services, TAC and 
the Secretariats. Adoption of new associate activities, or granting certifi- 
cates of merit, would substantially increase the workload of the Group, espe- 
cially as review and scrunity of the activities concerned would have to be a 
regular continuing task. To maintain the standards and reputation of the 
present network and of the Group as a whole, potential associate members or 
recipients of certificates would not only need to be considered carefully 
initially, but reviewed periodically to ensure that these standards were 
being maintained. The grant of associate status or a certificate of merit 
could not be assumed to remain valid indefinitely. 
27. Creation of an official associate status would be in some respects 
a step away from the informal, unbureaucratic nature of the Group. It would 
require establishing procedures' for considering applicants and possibly for 
classifying them for different purposes. It would impose certain obligations 
on organizations even if they are not funded by the Group, and there would 
have to be some procedure to see that the obligations were met. There are 
already about a dozen activities operating in the field of international 
agricultural research outside the CG. If all were to seek associate status, 
the CGIAR system with a core of 8ponsored entities and a ring of associated 
activities would begin to.be/mnore unwieldy than could be efficiently managed 
under the Group's existing informal arrangements. 
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28. The success of the CGIAR in marshalling resources and organizing 
a system for agricultural research has given it a prominence which con- 
tains the risk that it may be thought to have a monopoly in this field. 
The CGIAR does not purport to be the only institution supporting interna- 
tional agricultural research and it would be unfortunate if the belief pre- 
vailed that only those activities recognized by the Group (officially or 
otherwise} were worthy of support. Because of the existence.and success 
of the CCIAR there is a danger that donors will increasingly tend to con- 
fine their funds to activities seen to be related to the system supported 
by the CGIAR. The creation of a class of activities with "associate 
status" could increase this tendency and aggravate a problem which already 
exists. 
Conclusions and Recommendation 
30. The concept of associate status and the desirability of using 
such a designation to grant official recognition or accreditation is a 
complex issue. Mary separate interests are involved. While rhere is a 
need to decide before long what policy to adopt, it would be :-ise to take 
time for full consideration of all the implications. TAG has already 
stated that it intends to consider the question at its next meeting in 
February. It is therefore reconnnended: 
That the issue be aired at the November 1977 meet- 
ing of the CGIAR, but no final decision be taken 
at that time. 
That TAC address the subject at its next meeting, 
taking into account the views expressed by members 
of the Group at its November meeting. 
That the Secretariat garner vileWs from other inter- 
ested 'parties, particularly the IARCs sponsored by 
the Group. 
That the Secretariat, in consultation with TAC and 
its Secretariat, prepare a definitive paper for the 
Group's consideration at its first meeting in 1978, 
and 
That meanwhile the Group adopt an interim policy to 
the effect that (i) no action be taken to make more 
formal existing practices of according recognition 
to certain institutions not officially sponsored by 
the Group, (ii) those institutions which have been 
regularly making presentations at Centers Week be 
invited ta, continue to do so, but biennially rather 
than annually, and (iii) no institution other than 
AVRDC, IFPRI and IFDC be so invited, but (iv) it 
should not be precluded that an institution of 
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particular ~relevanee or interest to the Group 
should be invited to make a statement on its 
program at Centers Week on the understanding 
that the fnvl.tation is for that particular 
occasion only. 
CONSULTATIVE GROUP BiEEI'1N.G 
Paris, November 16 -I 17, 1977 
Extract from Informal Summary of Proceedings 
Agenda Item 6. Discussion Paper on the Concept of "Associate Status" 
73. The Chairman noted that the Group had in the past considered its relation- 
ship with institutions it did not fund on an individual basis. It had been felt 
necessary to consider a general policy, and the Secretariat had accordingly pre- 
pared a paper, which identified three basic options. One option was no change, 
another was a more restrictive policy, and the third would introduce some way of 
officially accrediting certain types of activity. TAC had & important role in 
any proposal that an activity be adopted or accredited by the Group, The dis- 
cussion would guide TAC in its consideration of this question at its next meeting. 
Because much of the Secretariat's paper was concerned with formalizing some form 
of associate relationship, the Group should not assume that this was what was 
being recommended. 
74. A speaker noted that an important issue was the relevance of potential 
lfassociatesff to the work of the centers. If such work was relevant, then a 
more restrictive policy would not be appropriate. He felt the present arrange- 
ments provided a desirable degree of flexibility. 
75. Another speaker, advising a pragmatic approach, thought the efficiency and 
reputation of the system might suffer from a large increase in activities 
supported. Recognizing there might be situations where associate status could 
be appropriate, he felt that the specific conditions should be assessed on a 
case'by case basis. 
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i’b. It was noted that developing countries tended to look to the CG~A~R for 
coordinated action in a particular problem area. The need for consolidation 
applied not only internally within the Group, but to reflection on the overall 
agricultural research needs of developing countries. Therefore, one criterion 
for support of a new activity should be willingness of developing countries to 
participate; other criteria were location in a developing country, need for 
donor coordination, and agreement on relevance and value. TAC and the CGUR 
should be able to express opinions about research activities without implying 
any special relationship. 
77. The representative of a major donor noted his authorities' general agree- 
ment with the Secretariat paper. He felt it worthwhile to suggest raising 
the matter at the next Centers Week, without prejudice to future relationships, 
78. Dr. Cummings listed a large number of activities which had come before 
TAC, which was constantly being asked to recommend recognition. Noting that 
associate status had not been officially defined, he felt that the concept 
implied a continuing obligation. Recognizing that TAC was no almost forced to 
formulate some kind of policy, he invited guidance from the Group. 
79. A speaker, expressing a personal preference for a clear policy of "in-or- 
Out", felt no decision could be made at the current meeting. He noted the 
negative consequences of failure to get recognition. Ongoing responsibility 
for an activity implied effective monitoring. 
80.. Commending the proposal to wait and see) a speaker warned against seeing 
the CGIAR as the only means of carrying out regional or internatiOnal agricul- 
tural research. 
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131. A speaker, noting both advantages and disadvantages to associate status, 
,thought that the Grotlp needed some wqy to recognize work done at institutions 
which it does not support. His authorities would favour an arrengement whereby 
the Group could recognize international research activities, while allowing the 
[Group itself to decide whether such recognition should include the use of Group 
funds, Donors should clearly recognize limits to the Group's exparmsion. Quality 
of research and flexibility of management could be jeopardized if the Group 
became too large. 
82, The Chairman thought the Group was in general agreement with the Secretariat's 
analysis and definition of the problems. The next step would be consideration 
by TACs who should note that most views tended to favour caution and conservatisms 
The success of the Group had created pressures for endorsement. 
